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IN  its  Statement  on  Defence  1955 
(CMD.  9391)  the  Tory  Government  has 
made  it  plain  that  it  proposes  to  make  the 
Hydrogen  bomb  the  centre  of  its  strategy. 

Vast  changes  follow  from  that  decision 
both  in  relation  to  the  type  of  armaments 
required  and  (in  the  future)  to  the  size 


Hydrogen 

Bomb 

Strategy. 

What  the  Government  Defence 
Policy  means. 

of  the  arms  budget.  An  entirely  new 
system  of  civil  defence  is  projected. 

It  would  take  a  book  to  outline  all  the 
implications  of  this  portentous  change. 

This  Commentary  only  proposes  to 
outline  some  of  the  most  salient  ones. 


How  does  the  destructive  power  of  the  Hydrogen  Bomb 
compare  with  that  of  the  Atom  Bomb  ? 


THE  Hydrogen  Bomb  (or  the  thermo¬ 
nuclear  bomb)  has  a  much  greater  de¬ 
structive  power.  The  original  atom 
bomb  was  equivalent  to  20,000  tons  of  the 
high  explosive  T.N.T.  According  to  the 
report  of  the  United  States  Atomic  Energy 
Commission  on  the  hydrogen  bomb 
explosion  at  Bikini  in  1954,  hydrogen 
bombs  are  now  being  produced  which 
have  an  explosive  equivalent  of  several 
million  tons  of  T.N.T. 

The  effect  of  those  bombs  varies 
according  to  whether  they  are  exploded 
in  the  air  or  on  impact  with  the  ground. 

“  If  exploded  in  the  air,  a  hydrogen 
bomb  would  devastate  a  wide  area  by  blast 
or  thermal  radiation,”  the  Defence  state¬ 
ment  says.  The  American  report  says 
“  blast,  heat  and  immediate  nuclear 
radiation  ”  would  result.  Neither  of  these 
reports  give  any  estimate  of  what  the 
explosion  of  a  hydrogen  bomb  would 
'  mean  in  a  city.  But  in  a  previous 
Government  statement  Sir  Maxwell  Fyfe 
(now  Lord  Kilmuir)  gave  the  comparison 
that  the  area  of  total  devastation  of  an 
atom  bomb  was  a  radius  of  half  a  mile,  of 
medium  devastation  three-quarters  of  a 


mile  and  of  lighter  destruction  one-and- 
a-half  miles. 

With  a  hydrogen  bomb  the  bursting  in 
the  air,  the  area  of  total  devastation  would 
be  a  radius  of  five  miles,  of  medium 
devastation  seven-and-a-half  miles,  and  of 
lighter  destruction  15  miles  (House  of 
Commons  debate,  July  5,  1954). 

All  within  the  5  miles  radius  would  be 
killed,  most  in  the  7|  miles  radius  would 
be  killed  or  severely  injured,  and  many 
would  be  injured  within  the  15  miles 
radius  of  lighter  destruction. 

Millions  of  dead  would  result  if  such 
bombs  were  exploded  in  the  air  over  a 
great  industrial  area  in  Britain.  Even  if 
some  people  were  in  shelter  when  the 
bomb  exploded  it  would  be  impossible  for 
rescue  parties  to  go  into  the  area  for  some 
time.  The  mass  of  wounded  and  dying 
in  the  area  of  medium  devastation  would 
be  beyond  the  power  of  any  rescue  organ¬ 
isation  to  cope  with. 

If  a  hydrogen  bomb  drops  on  the  ground 
the  result  would  be  somewhat  different 
though  perhaps  even  more  deadly.  The 
Defence  Statement  says  :  “  If  exploded 
on  the  ground  the  damage  by  blast  and 


thermal  radiation  would  be  somewhat 
less  ;  but  there  would  be  additional 
serious  indirect  effects.  A  great  mass  of 
atomised  particules  would  be  sucked  into 
the  air.  Much  of  it  would  descend  at  the 
point  of  the  explosion  but  the  rest  would 
be  carried  away  and  descend  as  radio¬ 
active  ‘  fall-out.’  The  effect  on  those 
immediately  exposed  to  it  without  shelter 
would  be  fatal  within  the  areas  of  the 
greatest  concentration  of  the  ‘  fall-out  ’. 
It  would  become  progressively  less  serious 
towards  the  outer  parts  of  the  affected 
regions.  Large  tracts  would  be  devastated 
and  many  more  rendered  uninhabitable.” 

It  is  this  “  radio-active  fall-out  ”  which 
is  the  especial  menace  of  the  hydrogen 
bomb  as  compared  with  the  atom  bomb. 
The  Defence  Statement  is  cagey  about 
how  large  the  devastated  tracts  would  be. 
The  report  of  the  U.S.  Atomic  Energy 
Commission  enables  us  to  fill  the  gap. 

The  Bikini  explosion  of  March  1,  1954. 
the  Commission  tells  us,  contaminated 
an  area  of  220  miles  long  and  40  miles 
broad  on  the  down-wind  side  of  the  ex¬ 
plosion  and  an  area  up-wind  and  across - 
wind  of  20  miles. 

The  U.S.  Commission  estimates  what 
would  happen  if  the  people  in  these  areas 
did  not  take  shelter  or  other  protective 
measures.  “  It  is  estimated  [in  the 
Bikini  explosion]  there  was  sufficient 
radio-activity  in  a  down- wind  belt  of  140 
miles  in  length  and  of  varying  width  up  to 
20  miles  to  have  seriously  threatened  the 


lives  of  nearly  all  persons  in  the  area  who 
did  not  take  protective  measures.”  So 
people  could  be  anything  up  to  1 20  miles 
from  the  point  of  the  explosion  and  yet  be 
be  killed. 

At  160  miles  down-wind  half  of  the 
people  who  were  exposed  would  die.  At 
190  miles  down-wind  5  to  10  per  cent  of 
the  people  might  die.  All  those  areas 
would  be  dangerous  up  to  36  hours  after 
the  explosion.  That  is  the  period  during 
which  it  would  be  deadly  dangerous  to 
venture  out  of  shelter  or  cellar.  How  one 
was  to  live  during  that  period  is  naturally 
not  explained,  for  the  report  tells  us  “care 
should  be  taken  to  avoid  the  use  of  solid 
foods  or  liquids  that  may  contain  fall-out 
particles.” 

The  Commission  report  sums  up  the 
results  in  the  words  “  thus  about  7,000 
square  miles  down-wind  from  the  point 
of  view  of  burst  was  so  contaminated  that 
survival  might  have  depended  on  the 
prompt  evacuation  of  the  area  or  upon 
taking  shelter  and  other  protective 
measures.” 

An  area  of  7,000  square  miles  is  an 
area  as  large  as  Wales  and  1-j-  times  the 
size  of  Northern  Ireland.  7,000  square 
miles  is  a  little  less  than  one-eighth  of  the 
surface  of  England  and  Wales  and  one- 
quarter  of  the  surface  of  Scotland. 
Evacuation  ?  Imagine  trying  to  evacuate 
the  population  of  Greater  London  or  of 
Lancashire  or  Yorkshire. 


Since  the  Government  has  adopted  Hydrogen  Bomb 
Strategy  what  measures  does  it  propose  to  undertake 
to  protect  the  Civilian  population  in  the  event  of 
retaliation? 


DIRECT  defence  of  the  civil  popu¬ 
lation  occupies  a  very  minor  part  of  the 
Government’s  H-bomb  strategy. 

The  emphasis  is  laid  not  on  defence 
but  on  deterrence.  It  is  suggested  that 
if  Britain  has  a  large  stock  of  H-bombs 
then  any  foreign  State  will  be  chary  of 
attacking  it. 

Yet  it  has  to  admit  that  in  the  age  of  the 
H-bomb  a  surprise  attack  would  bring 
enormous  advantages.  “  The  enormous 
power  of  nuclear  weapons  is  such  that  in 
war  the  outcome  of  the  first  few  exchanges 
would  be  of  critical  importance.  Great 
advantages  would  probably  flow  from 
surprise  and  from  the  first  assault.” 
If  that  is  so  what  is  to  prevent  the  leaders 
of  the  Atlantic  alliance — particularly  the 


Americans — from  trying  to  get  the  ad¬ 
vantages  of  “  the  first  assault”  and  thereby 
provoking  retaliation. 

Suppose  during  the  late  war  the  people 
had  been  told  “  Don’t  bother  with 
anti-aircraft  guns  or  fighter  squadrons. 
The  only  way  to  prevent  German  bombers 
coming  here  and  killing  us  is  to  send 
British  bombers  to  Germany  to  kill  them.” 
There  would  be  certainly  have  been  an 
uproar.  It  would  have  been  seen  that 
this  is  not  a  policy  of  defence  but  a  policy 
of  mutual  extermination.  Yet  that  is 
the  strategy  now  being  proposed. 

“The  main  contribution  to  the  deterrent 
is  made  by  the  Royal  Air  Force  whose 
primary  task  now  is  to  build  the  V-Bomber 
force,  with  its  nuclear  potential  to  the 
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highest  possible  state  of  efficiency  and 
preparedness.” 

“  Against  the  thermo-nuclear  attack  of 
the  future,  the  best  defence  of  the  civil 


population  in  this  small  crowded  vuln¬ 
erable  island  is  to  try  and  ensure  that  it 
never  materialises.” 


Is  there  to  be  no  attempt  at  defence  at  all  ? 


THE  Government  says  that  there  must 
be  some  form  of  civil  defence  but  it  is 
as  yet  unable  to  say  what  form  it  will  take. 

“  The  advent  of  the  atom  bomb  calls 
for  an  entirely  new  approach.  But  the 
Government  has  not  been  able,  with  the 
information  in  their  possession  finally  to 
assess  the  implications  of  the  latest  weapon 
developments.  This  applies  particularly 
to  the  extensive  radio-active  contamination 
which  would  be  caused  by  the  ‘  fall-out  ’ 
from  a  hydrogen  bomb  burst  at  ground 
level.  Until  an  appreciation  has  been 
completed  it  would  be  unwise  to  embark 
upon  measures  which  may  later  prove  to 
be  misdirected.” 

The  Statement  admits  by  implication 
that  little  or  nothing  could  be  done  to 
rescue  people  in  a  neighbourhood  which 
had  received  a  direct  hit.  It  says  “  it 
would  be  wrong  for  people  to  assume  that 
their  neighbourhood  would  be  sure  to 
receive  a  direct  hit  and  would  therefore 
be  unable  to  help  themselves  or  others.” 

A  picture  of  the  situation  which  would 
develop  under  conditions  of  nuclear 
warfare  is  given  in  the  “  Memorandum  on 
the  Army  Estimates  Though  this 
applies  to  nuclear  war  on  the  battlefield 
similar  conditions  would  arise  in  nuclear 
war  directed  against  the  civilian  pop¬ 
ulation. 

“  The  most  difficult  problems  will 
probably  arise  in  the  field  of  supply.  The 
development  of  transport  to  overcome 
the  problems  of  supply  and  maintenance 
under  conditions  of  nuclear  warfare  has 


so  far  lagged  behind  the  devel  opment  of 
weapons. 

“  All  large  terminals,  such  as  established 
ports  and  modern  airfields,  and  all  per¬ 
manent  routes,  such  as  roads,  railways 
and  inland  waterways,  are  fixed  and 
known.  They  will  therefore  be  extremely 
vulnerable  to  attack  by  enemy  aircraft  and 
guided  missiles. 

“  Cheap  cross  country  load  carrying 
vehicles  based  on  civil  production  aided 
by  vertical  lift  and  short  take  off  aircraft, 
capable  of  lifting  heavy  loads  and  of 
functioning  independently  of  airfields  and 
without  an  elaborate  system  of  flying 
control,  appear  to  offer  the  best  prospects 
of  diminishing  this  threat.” 

It  should  be  noted  that  these  means  of 
transport  are  not  yet  in  production  for 
the  Memorandum  states  : 

“  Experiments  are  being  started  with 
helicopters  but  progress  will  be  slow  as 
quantity  production  of  a  heavy  load  ver¬ 
tical  lift  aircraft,  helicopter  or  otherwise, 
is  still  some  way  off.” 

If  it  is  difficult  to  supply  an  army  with 
food  and  munitions  because  roads,  railways 
and  inland  water  ways  have  been  put  out 
of  action  by  enemy  aircraft  and  guided 
missiles,  what  about  the  still  greater 
difficulty  of  supplying  the  civilian  popu¬ 
lation  wdth  food  and  industrial  raw 
materials  ? 

The  hydrogen  bomb  danger  is  here. 
The  so-called  defence  organisation  and 
equipment  is  something  which  will  be 
elaborated — perhaps — in  the  distant 
future. 


Why  does  the  Government  hold  on  to  the  Hydrogen 
Weapon.  Is  it  of  especial  advantage  to  Britain  ? 


THE  Defence  Statement  says  that 
“  against  the  thermo -nuclear  attack  of  the 
future  the  best  defence  of  the  civil  popu¬ 
lation  in  this  small  crowded  and  vulner¬ 
able  island  is  to  try  and  ensure  that  it 
never  arises.” 

This  is  an  admission  that  a  hydrogen 
bomb  attack  on  Britain  would  he  more 
dangerous  to  the  existence  of  the  British 
people,  cooped  up  in  a  “  small  and 


vulnerable  island  ”  than  it  would  be  to  the 
Americans  and  Russians  whose  territory 
straddles  across  an  entire  continent. 
Yet  the  British  Government  in  spite  of 
this  situation  remains  a  strong  supporter 
of  hydrogen  bomb  strategy. 

The  excuse  that  is  given  is  that  the 
Soviet  Union  and  its  allies  can  put  more 
troops  armed  with  conventional  weapons 
into  the  field  than  the  Western  Powders  and 


that  therefore  the  latter  must  have  the 
hydrogen  bomb  in  order  to  balance  the 
situation. 

In  fact  the  Western  capitalist  Powers 
have  never  explained  why  they  can  put 
fewer  men  into  the  field  than  the  Com¬ 
munist-controlled  States. 

It  is  surely  evident  that  the  higher  the 
industrial  potential  of  a  State  the  more 
men  it  can  put  and  maintain  in  the  field 
and  the  capitalist  States  are  not  inferior 
in  industrial  potential  to  the  Communist 
States. 

The  fact  is  that  the  dominant  capitalist 
Power,  the  U.S.A.,  believes  it  has  super¬ 
iority  in  atomic  weapons  and  therefore 


despite  the  horrible  danger  to  all  mankind, 
including  the  American  people,  proposes 
to  make  such  weapons  the  centre  of  its 
strategy. 

The  British  Government  endorses  this 
point  of  view.  The  Defence  Statement 
says  ;  “  The  use  of  nuclear  weapons  is 

the  only  means  by  which  this  massive 
preponderance  [i.e.  the  alleged  prep¬ 
onderance  of  the  Communist  armies] 

can  be  countered . If  we  do  not  use 

the  full  weight  of  nuclear  power,  Europe 
can  hardly  be  protected  from  invasion  and 
occupation — with  all  that  this  implies  both 
for  Europe  and  the  United  Kingdom.” 


Does  not  the  Government  in  the  defence  statement  say 
that  it  is  ready  for  an  International  agreement  which 
will  abolish  Atom  and  Hydrogen  weapons  ? 


YES,  but  its  actual  practice  shows  that 
it  is  not  really  prepared  to  conclude  such 
an  agreement.  It  has  been  steadily 
moving  away  from  such  an  agreement. 

At  first  in  1945  it  professed  to  be  in 
favour  of  the  abolition  of  the  atom  bomb 
provided  it  could  get  a  proper  international 
agreement. 

It  said  nothing  at  this  stage  about  the 
atom  bomb  being  necessary  to  off-set  the 
alleged  preponderance  of  the  Communist 
States. 

It  then  moved  away  from  that  position 
and  argued  that  the  abolition  of  atomic 
weapons  must  be  linked  up  with  the 
reduction  of  conventional  weapons. 

After  the  British  atom  bomb  was  ex¬ 
ploded  in  the  Monte  Bello  island  in 
Australia  it  moved  towards  the  conception 
of  making  the  atom  bomb  the  centre  of  its 
strategy. 

At  the  U.N.  Disarmament  conference 
held  in  London  on  May  1954  it  refused 
to  make  a  declaration  that  it  would  not 
use  the  atom  bomb  in  war.  This  dec¬ 


laration  on  the  part  of  the  participating 
States  was  meant  to  be  the  first  step  in  the 
banning  of  the  atom  bomb  and  the  re¬ 
duction  of  conventional  weapons. 

It  further  refused  to  make  a  declaration 
that  it  would  only  use  the  atom  bomb  in 
war  provided  the  enemy  did  so.  It 
reserved  the  right  to  use  the  atom  bomb 
whether  the  enemy  did  so  or  not.  That 
is  still  its  position  as  the  extracts  from  the 
Defence  Statement  given  above  show. 

The  utmost  it  would  concede  was  that 
it  would  only  use  the  atom  bomb  “  in 
defence  against  aggression  ”.  Who  was 
to  decide  what  defence  against  aggression 
was  it  did  not  say. 

The  Soviet  Union  has  said  that  it  is 
willing  to  examine  this  formula. 

The  fact  is,  however,  that  British 
stategy  is  so  built  around  nuclear 
weapons  that  it  will  be  difficult  for  the 
Government,  unless  confronted  by  a 
mighty  peace  movement  of  the  British 
people,  to  retrace  its  steps. 
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